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TASK FORCE ON SCHEANDING

The Task Force on School Funding

Executive Summary

In 2013, the Oregon Legislature eb@6tedtetBizhing the Task Force on School Funding. T
task force was directed to make recommendations regarding possible modifications to t
formulas used to distribute State School Fund (SSF) moneys to school districts and edt
disticts.

OBSERVATIONS

)l

)l

)l

)l

The task force affirms that the Oregéactoeigiaeel for funding allocation is working as
intended.

It is an allocation model not an expenditaemmgdeht it does not put requirements on
how school districts aadi@uservice distristspand their formula revenue.

Adequacy of funding and allocation of funding are intertwined and it is difficult to con
changes to the allocationvibafuhaing not adequate

Efforts need to be madelitatsigphe State School Fund throutghedarated to
specific purposes.

RECOMMENDATIONS

A

A

A

A

As Oregon looks to achie482® g@dlsand in light of recent stagnant state achievement
resultthe task force recommends that the Ledéslastbatrenrisie overall State School

efrn wyrerysoéowf é¢rr s wnNRIfW/ N ¢ wnni
Oregon should maintain its existing weighted student formula until a thorough study

can be conducted. The study shpupdipN Wy p I NWB s W N N[ [
goalsndhen determine if the current formula is meeting those goals. The formula she

powr &aNn rr4t ¢e Jon sffnt 1EryénNs g
agreeapon equity goals.

The Legislature should appropriate funds to conduct the study and the emphasis of t
be on whether the current weights are an accurate repredetitati@ostf the cross
differences for which they wedetantenaigensate. The Equity Subcommittee or a larger
group of task force members should have input into the design of the study.

The formula should be reviewed pegugudyevery eightl ieearake sure it is
accomplishing its goals.

!Sen. Girod did not support the recommendations and asked that the record reflect this.

|
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A The distributios [ @N [YsphwsaisN | [ ®N F i e, Ywe[ onfy
the Facilities Grant, should be studied as well. Funding provided through strategic in
should also be evaluated for its equity effects.

A The current forrdtlzen ighCost Disabilities Ghauld be maintamethe funding
leveseto that the reimbursement rate is 80 percent (currently it is about 40%).

A The Legislature sHimaidage the requirement that ODE contract with school districts for
Term Caaad Treatment funding, and make LTCT fumaiddpasgidion a formula
similar to the regular school district formula.

A Districts should be encouraged to use their additiomglisb aamfontiaifuage
programs angdlishanguagedrnerslowever, requiring districts to spend all these dollars
ESL services is contrary to an allocation formula. The subcommittee is very sensitive
significant resources it would take at the local level to implement an accountability sy

A If a weighting change is proposed in the future, the subcommittee recommends that .
money be added to the State School Fund to avoid resource shifting and helping one
students at the expense of another.

A Poverty is an intrinsic fawdErniglish Language Ipegomlation; no ESL program will be
entirely successful without addressing issues that arise ddepthsivdity. The in
recommended by the task force shoutétneaisatdents who aré lwith iBlpoverty
reque a different wdight that of studembsare Ebut not in poverty.

A The Department of Education should work with school districts to assure that the exg
for ESL programs is being reporting accurately.

A Further research is advispcbposheby the Department of Education regérding changir
current method of fundirsguieients. Any change to the current formula should be fully
researched and based on best practice.

A The 2015 Legislature is urged to examine thgrewiamgprgetice by school districts of
allowing high school seniors to stay didesfilie/bawing enough credits to graduate.
The State School Fund was intended to cover the costs of kindergarten through seni
school. When schstatidi allow a senior who has completed his/her high school require
to stay a fifth year to attend community college, they are effectively diluting the state
formula for all other students andristhaotitisstate. Thertasispects thelgoal
supporting students as they bégjutbbéigees that a separate funding source should b
found if this practice continues.

The full report may be fouollawing/ebsite:
http://library.state.or.us/blogs/ReportsTolL egislature/wordpress/?page_id=2
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INTRODUCTION

The KL2 education budget is a significant portion of the

s [ wf N U s 3917 pencéiunds areuisiribfitdd to
school districts through a statutory formula created in 19!
While elements of the formula have been added or modi
or removed, the last wholesale review of the formula by t
Legislature was inf1999.

In2013, the Oregon Legislature eridiied HB 2
establishing the Task Force on School Funding. The
legislation directed the task force to make recommendati
regarding possible modifications to the funding formulas
used to distribute State School Fimdahoakys

districts and education service districts. HB 2506 directet
task force to report its findings and recommendations to
interim committees of the Legislative Assembly related tc
education no later than October 1, 2014.

The Hhember tasicé consisted of two members
appointed by the President of the Senate from among th
Senate; two members appointed by House Speaker fromn
among members of the House of Representatives; and r
members appointed by the Governor. Among those
appointed gy @overnor were those who represented
school teachers, school administrators, school district
business managers, district school board members, and
education service district personnel.

Senator Richard Devlin served as chair with Represental
Betty Kgmserving as-elwar. The task force met ten

?Legislative Fiscal Officel®2B81@get Highlights Update, p. 4. https://www.oregonlegislature.gev/lfo/Documents/2(
15BudgetHighlightsUpdate.pdf

*House Specmh@ittee on School Firfen&tate School Fund Distribution Formula: Tim8dptenDea2geD.

* Outside parties have also looked at the formula but no changes were made. In 2005, a report was prepared fc
ProjedDregon Sctiéinlnce: A Review of System Stability, Adequacy, EquityTéedditewspgserary another

report was prepared for The ChalkbdatdeRingeéifficient and Sufficient Funding for Every Piblicly Funded K

Student in Oregon
|




TASK FORCE ON SCHEANDING

times, from November 2013 through September 2014. Chair Devlin named three subco
Equity, English Langeag®erand High Cost Disabilities Account. The task force received
testimony aMerch and August meetings; members of the public raised issues about asf
formula that were falling short of meetiBgahppedtfor summaries of public testimony
received.

In addition to examining the three syficerohiisiees in greatendaiagkotrce reviewed
the history and intent of the school funding distribution formula as well as the componer
formula itself, and heard presentations on a number of programs.

While the focus of the taslafoocethe distribution formula, the issue of funding adequacy |
recurrent theme, with some members believing that the two were so closely intertwined
be analyzed separately. Members of the task force generally ag@edasad funding adeqL
critical factor in any discussion of school funding.

BACKGROUND

THE STATE SCHOOL FUND
Prior to passage of Ballot Medsowés byere largely dependent on localipregeotyl taxes

districtlkeventasefbr school disttiotsuginis methearied significantly throughout

Oregon. Economitisessed counties or aressxefitiptgoroperties could not raise the same

amount @venue as other digtitttthe passage of Ballot Measure 5 (1990) and Ballot Mes
50 (199The funding of

2013-15 School Formula Resources Oregon schools
Millions of Dollars dramatically changed.
Stote Loeyy Funds Both measures limited
' sweother & property taxes for schools
1% and education service

-

~Common School  djstricts. Funding shifted

3 Fund
/ 1% from local property taxes
“_All Other Local

to the state General Fund.

Revenue
1%
Property Tax & i

rapety T I\/Ieasure_ 5 required the
e state legislature to offset
lost property tax revenue

with money from the state
State Share -- 58,550 million Local Share - 53,190 million General Fu nd Which IS

6% 33% . .
composed primarily of
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state income taxes. As a result, Oregon schools are increasingly supported by state, no

Total Operating Revenue
of Oregon School Districts
$6.0
$5.5
$5.0 Total
$4.5
$4.0 w
$3.5 _~
c $3.0 -~ State
?% $2.5 ‘;!---———-—7 . . . Vd -~,~' — -
' -
$1.0 et —

e Federal _o===~
$05{————————____am==—————— -
$0.0 L=s==S===momsommTmTTm ‘ ‘ ‘

00 %% 9. . "9 0. 0 0. 0% "% 0y 0. 0. 0. S0, 0. S0, 0, S0, 0, SO, 0, SO

@QQ; @7\‘%’ %@& &%7 * %% %:*9» &)@& %)‘9& @@00 00”7 0,90300 00707%‘0 60‘0» 0)00§90 0 707; 779 /;2{9

y¥te: (Nporoépwiit, JoN YiJw/fN iperry e
does not include local revenue. However, funds that are run through the distribution fort

both state and local dollars.

School funding is deg¢elimy the Legislature, using available state dollars and is weighed &
other needs of the state. It ishastea gystem.

LOCAL REVENUES
Property taxes
Common School Fund
County School Fund
Federal forest revenue
County trust forest  revenues
ESD shared revenues
Supplantable federal funds
Payments in -lieu of property taxes
Local option taxes above limit

Legislators, frustrated by the tisbetweenh the state

education budget and the actual costs of educating students
Oregomwrisools, created the Quality Education Model in 2001.°
hae [ws NsJuwumidsenNn Y[ r nNe
established quality goals for kindergarten through grade 12 .
N n [ n°dife ®Quality Bducation Commission oversees this
processd writes a biennial report. The Oregon Department @

Education staffs the commission. Those reports, and other C

work may be found on the ODEtipebsitev.ode.state.or.ussakscPial=1Bkile

5The amounbf state dollarany particular district receives varies from district to dS¢ricTable 1.

®ORS 327.497

|
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informing debate on the adequate level of state funding, neither the Governor nor the L
the QEdkIculated amount to budget education dollars.

THE STATE SCHOOL FUND DISTRIBUTION FORMULA

History

As early as 1978, the Oregon Legislature examined the funding disparities among scho
While wide disparities were found, the impetus to address funding differences did not e:
passage of Ballot Measure 5 in 1990. Witinthelglstate fumding, these inequities were
deemed unacce@talde: measure of fairness was implemented, influenced by school fine
cases.

A work group was formed under the leadership of the Legislative Revenue Office and ir
educatignsyl Nor J nNBs wrn Jws ¢Thdunding distyibutph r [ ®
method developed and adopted by the 199bheymidyuefaesred to as the State School
Fund (SSF) Distribution Fbnend&F DistributionHa is thewgiory definition of fairness
applied to the financial needs of schatilidisiapets of the formula have been modified o\
the years, the basic framework has not changed since its inception in 1991.

The measure of equity adopted aythadeggisentially equal financial resources per

student for similar groups of students. This was the primary measure of equity use
finance in 1991. Funding equity per student may generally provide for similar edus
programs and opjgasutHowever funding equity does not necessarily result in eque

educational results or achievement levels

Legislative Revenue Office.
K-12 and ESD School Finance, State School FuRddeatdbRiepda.#Rily 2010

The mechanism usdavéo equal financial resources per student for similar groups of stud
student weighting system; more expensive to educate students receive a larger weight.
were intended to adjust funding for unavoidable cost diffepsnokstbeemnezBgrou

funding weighted students equally across the state, each district may generally provide
educational programs and opportunities.

The following principles guided the development of the new distribution formula:

1 Share all sohfunding sources statewide.
0 Method: Allocate all state and local general operating revenue.

"Legislative Revenue Offzand ESD School Finance, State School Fund Distributiorl Rekap2DilReport #2
® Legislati®evenue Officg2kand ESD School Finance, State School Fund Distributiorl Rekap2®lReport #2
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9 Let school districts decide how to spend their allocation.
o Method: Distribute state aid in lump sum, not categorical grants.
1 Create funding differencesuociyrfivollable cost difféterasesd incenting districts to
oveidentify students that were eligible for additional funding)
o Method: Justify revenue differences in a rational manner.

9 Avoid incentives for school districts to increase their allocation
0 Method: minimize number of classifications and set limits.

LN erBrflw sfwsfs [¢6f]® w ndésfsdnfUs |

wynerss JON ST W N ¢s nNN[NBT[ O[ NmuenuetomN s [ u
arrive at the total amount of funding for each district based on the number of weighted ¢

district has.

The 1990 work group maintained the transportation funding formula created in 1981. In
Measure 5 formula, 60 pér@espaftation cost was reimbursed. When the new formula wa
developed, this was changed to 70 percent. The 30 percent was to encourage local dis
costs incurred. In 2003, the formula was changed again to give the it6Y&a &8ighest cost
reimbursemantihe next 10% of districts an 80% reimbursement. The remaining district c
to receive a 70% reimbursement.

Other issues considered by that group, but ultimately not addedised fiachatetha cost
addition to addressing funding parity, the issues of adequacy and stability were also dis
critical elements of this state responsibility.

The Oregon Legislature adopted the school funding formula embodied in SB 814 in 199
property tax loss replacement funds mandated by Measure 5 and an additional allocatic
billion for 1992.

Over the years, legislatorapddeggr r 8 Yp w1 N rUmpreyakenwoff 1 [
the top of the SSF prior to it being divided up amongst(ilier spewilicistiiptses.

In 199, a formula was developed for Educaiginehasedon the stutle@ntmio

Jon aiaUs prryrN{] sperry noésfsdonfs.
Currently, ESDs receive 4.5 percent of the State School Fund, with a minimum of $1 mi

fund an ESD.
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The Formula

The state combinésaloeaues with state apprguadtithrag students across the state receive
about the same amount of dollars to fund therrtbd R&lt#bschool year, the funding per
student weight is aboutl$®880revenuelmarstate aidhigho compensate. Bhad

variations still exist, edqualizs largely been achieved.

Students X $4,500 Target Adjusted by Teacher Experience
(ADMw) & Balanced to Total Funds

(The $4500 amount in statute is a starting point only; in recent years, funding has grow
process of balancing to total funds hasndisglteeristudent weight of ap6poately

Weighted Student Count

The first weight is the enroliment Weight. STUDENT WEIGHTS
This funding is gmeeach student Additional | Total
. , Weight Welghts
N{CBPLAND & Y¥BN[EhdicSn 1§ ML P Jo s POl IS} L G
d .
sfinNng [ nrfof sl B St VT pN—Ya-NB WEN
[ NT MNBS @01 P B |fsthasBroe® | @0 S [2S [N [ [ [ MmN
. . . lected & Delinquent .25 1.25

of students enrolled in the district. |5 pdg0enauent = T

KigegatenY d g o Kk b r-K whl N W
BNGON B_B N n‘ I r U.{S 1 Elem;ﬂtaryDlstnEtstudents 1-.10 " 90 W'CE N n‘ u
memberShlp, resident Union High District Students .20 1.20

Small School varies

An mportant element of the iBtsnula
student weights (ORS 3ZheXgymuaasumes that some students will require more service
than others, and therefore, willtocstucdban othefbese additional costs are accounted
for in the formula by giving those students addiienat igyeistmeced studeand
distriatharacteristind provide additfonding for those charadte@6tds, there are

expected t@pproximately 567,000 studentsiH@veygen.it is estimated there will be
672,000eights

While a student may fall into more than one or two categories, state law limits the total t
(the first weight for enroliment plu habvaeiditits).

?NOTE: While districts receive student weights, they are not required by law to spend the weitjtas on the studer
categories.

100regon Dept. of Education Oct. 1, 2013 Enrollment.

110ORS 327.013 limits theditionalveighsto two, with the exception of theditional25 poverty rajehe .25 weight

for neglected, delinquent, and foster studemdsthe additional remote snetdimentary and small high school funding

if applicable
|
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Kindergarten
Kindergarten students receive a half weight that refledts/thimdgogaitealtiay.
Beginning in 2015, a full weight will be available to those distritady thatprgaitientull

Special Education

Students receiving special education services based on an Individualized Education Ple
additionfalll weight. The double weighting primarily reflects a national study in 1988 that
districts were on average spending about twice the norm for services to special educati
the time of the creation of the formula, legislatrglwaeddiddoa complicated weighting
system that might encourage districts to classify students in categories that generated r

Legislators, concerned abdenhbfieation, capped the double weight at no more than 11 pe
ofadistficUs N[ Br J L[ N[]J]. 3r[NUNB, BNNrcGE[l O]
special education students, districts may appeal the 11 percent cap to the Department ¢

The number of students on an IEP has averaged attaliehBofiareahbwét the last five
years. In 2487 3,503 studénsre identified as needing special education services. In the
15 estimate, there are 59,010 weights in this category, and'dabtver th&28 weights
percent cap, whigmareed under the 11 percent cap waiver. Not all waiver requests are g

English as a Second Language

Students who are not proficient in English get an additional half weight until the student
profit from classes taught in Engiltshm8sade receiving additional services to qualify for tf
weight. According to Oregon Department of Educatid®) treaeefore2@ 55,402 English
learners in Oregon schools, or 9.96 pet2estudétiEke most common languages after
English are Spanish, Russian, Vietnamese, Chinese, Korean, Ukrainian, Arabic, Somal
Romaniatin the 2015 estimate, there are 23,264 weights in this category.

Pregnant & Parenting

Students who are pregnant or parenting receiviéaeiglaithti@naigible, a student
must be a residewnf theschool district and be receiving servicksthe 2018 estimate, there
are 1,036 weights in this category.

12Based on the 2012 Special Education Child Count

135628 weights represent approximately $34,190,100.

14 Oregon Department of Education. 2012 Oregon Report Card, p. 5.
15|bid.
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Students in Poverty

Students in poverty receive an additional .25 theigtiietwigight calculations, this
calculation relies on U.S. Census Bureau Data. The data provides the total number of c
17 that live in families in poverty for the district as a whole. Individual students are not ic
this wght categdiin the 2018 estimate, there are 26,393 weights in this category.

Neglected & DelinGuaeerdad Studantsoster Homes
In the 2018 estimate, there are 892 weights in this category.

Elementary District Sttdents

Elementary districts are those that do not offer high school. In 1990, data indicated that
typically spend less than the average per student and so are assigned less than a full w
This results in a reduction of eveadbss 6f 18.55 weights inlthee2héte.

Union Hig@cthodistrict Students

Union High School Districts are only responsible for educating students in grades 9 thrc
the formula was created, data indicated that these districts spend more than the averag
20145 estimate, there are 12 weighegoryhis ca

Small Schools

Students enrolled in small schools receive an extra weight. This weight is based on the
school, not the size of the district. The weight is based on grade level and distance to tr
site. The smallerhbelsthe higher the weight.

eErs NININ[{JwBl sporrys [r RIfwp¢el, [ eonNt
miles from the nearest elementary school in thessaatihdibtschool qualifies for

additional funding if thed scimoa school district with less than 8,500 ADMw. A small high s
does not have a distance requirement. The formula for this additional amount is in statu
15 estimate, there are 7,061 weights in this category.

Youth Correctiongr&mts

Youths who have been taken into custody by the juvenile justice system to a county Ju\
facility (shdéerm stays) or to a state Oregon Youth Authority facility (longer term stays) re
dollars for their education throughivieaileIbet&ntion Education Programs receive an
additional .5 weight for their students for a total of 1.5 weights. Youth Corrections Educ:
receive an additional full weight for their students for a total of 2.0 weights for each stud

162013 Oregon Report Card, p. 30.
17Most elementary districts and union high school districts were eliminated duringdhentEdgér effort of the

state.
|
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Otler Factors in the Formula

Teacher Experience Factor

As teachers gain more experience, their salaries increase. Virtually all school districts u
schedules based in part on teacher experience. Incorporating this into a student weight
0 an adjustment factor was added to the base funding per student. This factor increase

Nwpe noésfesonf Us mwsN efrndére 1 N8 s fnnNg
exceeds (or falls short of) the statewide average.

$25 X (District Average - State Average)

Extended ADMw

Each year, school districts count their enrolled students for purposes of funding. District
declining enrollment can experience funding difficulties because their costs typically do
quickly as tlegirolimenrito avoid such difficulties, state law allows school districts to use th

nfssNp [  NwbsUgorf dne ) sups su { enfursriddsr, & [ npup oy,

known astended ADMWwas been an element of the distributiorifi#inula since

Grants

3w [ soutbr uyrYfwgir N r owmr ff sé3 YNBNN[] 1o
service.

Transportation Grant

Unlike other elements of the SSF Distribution Formula, the Transportation Grant uses a
costs deetfactor to adjust for different transportation costs per student. Eligible costs inc
transporting students to and frébusaleptdcement costs, and field trips that extend the
classroom. The state reimburses districts for a shaostst ihdineémasure 5 formula,

60 percent was reimbursed. This was later changed to 70 percent.

In 2003, to address those districts with much higher transptidetagosiach thase

adopted. To determine which distrigtseeh@ezcehtage, the average transportation cost pet
student is calculated for each district. Districts are then ranked from highest to lowest c«
The top ten percent of the highest cost districts qualify for 90 perctant geanésitand the ne

180RS 327.043 requires elementary students to reside at least a mile fromesthdolrasitisemumdac stalf
miles from school for those costs to be eligible for reimbursement from the State School Fund.

W 13
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qualify for 80 percent. The bottom 80 percent qualify for 70 percent grants, the minimun
reimbursement rate.

_ 70% to 90% of District Rank | % of Costs

- Transportation Costs Top 10% 90%
Next 10% 80%
Bottom 80% 70%

High Cost Disability Grant

Some special education students are extraordinarily expensive to educate. The double

special education students is insufficient to cover these expenses. In 2003, the Legislat
the High Cost Disabilities Afaimbiennium, the Legislature appropriates monies to this

account. A school district may receive fuodsumnomh the school district has a resident pupil
with a disability for whom the eligible costs to the school district of providing special edL
related services exceed®38€heategislature fails to appropriate enough fuhés to fully pay
school district costs, the grants are prorato8.biethew200he Legislature appropriated $12
million. This was increased to $18 m#08n in 2007

School FaciliGrant

The Legislature created the Facility Grant for thstipgrpmse lgfgassving school districts
with the costs of furnishing and equipping new facilities. It cannot be used for capital co
costs. Grants are limited to eight percent of total construction costs for new buildings. T
district@annot exceed $20 million per biennium (reduced from $25 million by the 2013 Le
the 20415 biennium) and are prorated if the $20 million does not cover costs for those s
gualified for a facility grant. School distrinblaobésisad to furnish schools, so the legislatu
has begun phasing out the grant.

Grants for Special & Compensatory Education Programs

Programs that fall within this category are the Oregon School for the Deaf; a Medicaid r
administration &ffior secure Medicaid funds for services provided to children with disabili
hospital programs for education services to children who are hospitalized for extended |
day and residential treatment programs; regional sehiidesnpnathidenticience

disabling conditions; early childhood special education; early intervention services for cl
birth to age three; evaluation services for children with disabilities to determine program
needs; educaginnices to children residing at state hospitals; disadvantaged children prog
childhood education; child development specialist program; youth care centers; staff de

19SB 550 (2003), Oregon chapter law 715.
20The original threshold was $25,000 but was raised to $30,000 in 2005.

|
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mentoring; career and technical education grants;usadicial@ograsasdind Talented
and Gifted children program (ORS 327.023).

Long Term Care and Treatment Grant

LTCT programs provide services to those students with mental health or severe b
iIssues. The education portion of the serviiepainidy fiewddd (48 percent) through
the State School Fund, with the remaining funding coming from a state General F
appropriation (44 percent) and federal funds (7 percent).

Oregon School for the Deaf

The Oregon School for the Deaf is a residential and day facility thatserves deaf a
hearing students from around the state. The school receives some of its funding fi
(6 percent) and the rest from a General Fund apprdpuatisn and federa

Talented and Gifted Program

LON [ NBT Y[ WIN[JNNn wrn cEdef NQP BNBOBNE
education programs or services to realize their potential. State policy (ORS 343.3
when talented andpydtggehms are offered by school districts, the state will provide
financial and technical support. This program resides within the Oregon Departme
Education and was funded with $350,0005dyiéma201.3

Speech Pathology Program

The state Aamal to increase the numbetarf@apgpEpathologists and speech
language pathology assistants. This program was funded with-#350,000 for the 2(
biennium.

Skilled Nursing Facility Students
This program was funded with $500,00&820iBon (2013).

Small School District Supplement Fund

The Small School District Supplement Fund receives $5 million from the State School F
school districts are districts under 8,500 weighted students with high schools having fev
students for four grades and 267 students for three grades. Out of 197 school districts &

for a grant. This grant is scheduled to sunset on June 30, 2015.

Oregon Virtual School District

The Oregon Virtual School District resid@segibmiiDe@artment of Education and provides

library of online curriculum for school distri&sthe Pég&lature appropriated $800,000

from the SSF for OVSD.
|
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Network of Quality Teaching and Learning

This is a new teacher and admintistnagoamagorofessional development program, funded t
the 2013 Legislature. It fundsriEBdgliivalent positions within the Oregon Department of
Education ($3.7 million) and activities in school districts. It was funded with $33 million f
and an additional $12 million from the Common School Fund for a total ofH&5 million fo
biennium.

Nationatjjormed Assessments

Oregon law (ORS 329.488) directs the Dept. of Education to contract with a nonprofit el
administer a natlgnormed assessment to all students in grade 10 who are enrolled in a |
school. This program received $550,000 5dvidrenR0h3

Local Option Equalization Grant

The interplay between Ballot Measure 5 and Ballot Measumeeshlaasesseedaaloet

and market value for real property. School Districts have the option to ask voters to app
would capture revenue based on that gap. This revenue stays with the district and is no
of the formula.

Some thists that pass these local option taxes ldogeot hawgtiogalptain much revenue
from the tax. Thus, the Legislature provides a local option equalization grant. The Legis
the amount from year to year, but fundedoih doS20ELBilli

TASK FORCE & SUBCOMMITTEE WORK
The task force met ten times, from November 2013 through September 2014. Determin

and creating a framework for discussions became an early focus of the group. In order
directidior the task force, it heard a variety of presentations about different aspects of th
School Fund Distribution Formula:

A History of the distribution formula;

A A national perspective on school funding formulas;

A Elements of the distribution formula;

A Tre different student weights within the formula;

A Thenew data source for the poverty weight

A The different special grants outside the formula;
o Carve Outs;
o The Smé&thool District Supplemental Fund Grant
o Talented and Gifted programs;

|
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0 YoutlCorrections/Juvenile Detention Education Programs
0 Long Term Care and Treatment programs
A Deputy SuperintendentSaxton Brir English Lapgieamers and Special
EducatioBde Appendix C
A Scio Superintendent Gary Tempel and Carad&oKi€loimunity College
MNSNBOMNRWBNONDSr sB51Br asWYl, [ONBN @
graduate stay enrolled in high school;XBUsStatargckool Funds to attend community
collegeSée Appendjx C

By its second img&t December, many requests were made of staff concerning data. Witl
depth analysis of the current effect df/thetticnternded and unibtemdsstrict

behaviors and student performance, task force members were relud@anBecansage the f
the task force lacked both the time and the staff for such an analysis, the task force sett
aspects of the formula it found of particular interest and created subcommittees: Equity;
Disabilities Account; and Englislge_aearners.

Public Testimony

The task force received public testimony at its March and August meetings. Comments
getting more money to school districts generally or to particular programs. Topics incluc
Language Leagrhersirability of having an equitaljlsensgiitand remote school districts

the funding of long term care and treattherddieratos of incarceratexpgoliahs
educatigalented and gifted stakdaries schatsl the mechaniasfortiula, generally.
Testimony from the Confederation of School Administrators, Oregon School Boards As:
Oregon Education Association generally cautioned the task force against making formu
without a clear understanding ¢t tfesefiechanges and whether the changes would impr
education deliv&eg. Appendor Bhinutes of the testimony

Discussi®n

An overriding concern of task force discussions was that without additional funding any
distribution formula would create winners and losers; some districts would receive more
some less. This situation prompted many leesk forcemmeeant on the adequacy of funding.

Larger discussions included the following topics:
A What is the goal of a public education?
A How dother states distribute school funds?
A Were the basic mechanics of using student weights in the formula sound?

|




TASK FORCE ON SCHEANDING

A Wee the weights supported by data?

A Were new weightings needed?

A Was the funding being used effectively?

Aodn JoN ersr [-4020GCGeaPn ¢4 ¢f wfi N [ oN s wf N
A What were the goals of the formula?

A What dynamic did funding play in student performance?

SUBCOMMITTEES
The three subcommittees presented their tentative recommendations at the July 2014 r
full task force.

EQUITY SUBCOMMITTEE
Task force members Sen. Devlin, John Hayes, Steven Isaacs, Sena Norton, Claire Her:
Wolfeesved on the Equity Subcommittee. The subcommittee met three times.

Observatson

A

A

A

When the distribution formula was createespobd&htioMeasure 5, equity in

resource allocation among districts was the goal; the former system of school fundin
taxes) provided funding levels that varied so much across districts that the system w
considered to be inequitable.

The cumedistribution formula provides a far more equitable distribution of resources 1
former system, blewvibiaf resources dedicatédd ie #till not adequate.

When the original distribution formula was created, setting-o$khstwadeigtstsvis at
MmwsNn rr{ BNSNWBN® eBr| ] oNB s wJ Ns.
was first created. Now, Oregon has data talaptwstuoie ofthe cost differences across
categories of students.

The fact that wehatikk achievement gaps for students with special needs suggests tha
current weights may not be directing sufficient additional resources to districts with
disproportionately large populations of students with special needs.

The fact that compatadgédistricts have different student outcomes suggests that add
money alone cannot eliminate the achievement gaps. Educational practices do matt
factored into the evaluation of the formula.

When school funding reaches mdeveldatjuaitdoe easier to make adjustments to the
student weights, if they are justified.

L ®N s-4020[Gralcpuldssitould help steer education funding policies.

|
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Equity Subcomnitigeemmendations

A Oregon should maintain its existingaergtitechsta until a thorough study of the formul,

pwr mN prrnfpfNn. teN sffint serfin 1B
goalsndhen determine if the current formula is meeting those goals. The formula she

changedomllyif N s[ fnt 1Br1¢nNs pLINWB NL NN
agreeabon equity goals.

A The &gislature should appropriate funds to conduct the study, and the emphasis of tt
should be on whether the current weitghtat@reepnesentation of-thetrocbssst
differences for which they were intended to compensate. The Equity Subcommittee
group of task force members should have input into the design of the study. The forn
reviewed redyllgrerhaps every eight ieearake sure it is accomplishing its goals.

AtLeoN nosfsomlffdPresmer [JoaN Yintwasy Ny ws [ é¢nf |
the Facilities Grant, should be studied as well. Funding provinleeshrergh strategic
should also be evaluated for its equity effectso@sthridgloasteategic investments
should be evaluated for their incentive effects to make sure they do not create uninte
consequences.

A The practices of successful digiitis stentified and shared with other districts in a
systemic way so that all districts can benefit. In order to achieve equity of student ou
districts need to be using their resources in the most effective manner. Additional res
will not ensure better outcomes.

A The study should explore if there are some equity issues that are best dealt with out:
education system.

HIGH COST DISABILITIES ACCOUNT SUBCOMMITTEE

Task force members John Hayes, Bobbie Regan, John Rexford, and Michael Wolfe ser
Cost Disabilities Account Subcommittee. The subcommittee met once and reviewed the
grant.

In 20034, there were 1898 eligible studér98yitBahih claims above the $25,000 thresholc
(changed to $30,000-0620BBcause claims exceeded the grant, the individual grants to ¢
districts were prorated and districts received $.71 per doii3, clzéneedehe 2072
eligiblaigh cost students and $44,550,768 in claims were made by school districts. This
46 percent increase in eligible students and a 162 percent increase in claims. The prore
20123 was $.40 per daliared

In 20123 there @29 high cost students with costs above $100,000 and 761 students wi
$50,000 or more, which is $48.41 million in total costs. Of the $48.41 million in costs, Sc
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received approximately $10.23 million from the High EosbDisabititieadding General
Fund and special education revenues from the State School Fund, there was a gap of §
about $38,000 per student.

Issues:
Through public testimony and discussion among the members of thekitlb8ehool Fundin
the following issues were raised in regard to the High Cost Disability Grant:
1. Should the minimum $30,000 qualifying threshold for the grant be reduced? If so, to
2. If the minimum threshold is reduced, what effect wouliditiokn dpésreebofthb
students?
3. Is the grant funded adequately?
4. Is the prorated reimbursement adequate?
5. Should there be incentives for districts to keep costs down?

HIGH COST DISABILITIES ACCOUNT HISTORY
Schoolyear  Claims  Threshold Claim AmountAllowed Grant Award Rate
200304 1,898 $ 25,000 $ 16,998,166 $ 12,000,000 $ 0.71
200405 2,183 $ 25,000 $ 20,054,272 $ 12,000,000 $ 0.60
200506 1,339 $ 30,000 $ 15,388,920 $ 12,000,000 $ 0.78
200607 1,739 $ 30,000 $ 19,894,981 $ 12,000,000 $ 0.60
200708 2,127 $ 30,000 $ 23,686,156 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.76
200809 2,365 $ 30,000 $ 28,697,349 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.63
200910 2,509 $ 30,000 $ 35,887,006 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.50
201011 2,569 $ 30,000 $ 35,795,306 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.50
201112 2,701 $ 30,000 $ 42,805,920 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.42
201213 2,774 $ 30,000 $ 44,550,768 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.40
201314* 2,804 $ 30,000 $ 42,454,423 $ 18,000,000 $ 0.42
*Estimate at this tim

Recommendations:

1. Maintain the current falmvela grant prayide sufficient funding sadimabthreement
rates80percent without further diluting State School Fund disbursements

To accomplish this, the amount of funding for the High Cosil Bessabiiitp&nacteased.

This can be accomplished, in part or in whole, by reducing other carve outs. The recom
increase the reimbursement rate without further diluting the State Scheol Fund disburse
additional revenue from olts&l&SF woutddpgred
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In order to set a reimbursement rate at or about 80 percent based on current data, the c
would need to be $36 million per year, which is twice as much as the current allocation

(REVISEMmNGLISHANGUAGE LEARNERS SUBCOMNHTTEE
Participating in tthe@mmitieere embers Kelly Devlin, Bobbie Regan, John Rexford, Stev
Isaacs, Rep. Betty Komp

The number of students who do not speak English as their first language continues to ri
Dualanguage speakers offer a rich potential to the state and yet the academic performa
population continues to lag. The graduation rate for this population is only 58%. The sta
its 421020 Goal withoybroving the achievehidnstudents.

The task force discussed at length the cause of this underperformance. Was it lack of f
funding misdirected? Were districts failing to use best practices? The task force made tl
observations:

Observations:

1. Stdents at early levels of English language acquisition may require more time than n
proficient students.

2. Students who change districts often will likely need a different level of resources thar
do not move often.

3. Refugee studentsogedntith interrupted formal education require more tesources to ed
than otherlEtudents.

4. Students who become{itogtsint prior to high school graduate in higher numbers thar
nativ&nglish speaking peers.

5. Districts vary in théip&hulations; districts with small populatigingedE nginsh
speakers, or districts with many languages, or districts with a single predominate oth
may need different approaches or funding levels when compared tdatisingts with larg

6. ELL students with Severely Interrupted Formal Education who come to the district aft
and have not been attending schools and function at least two years below expected
may be pgiterate in their native languagedr@abpe considered in a separate category an
acknowledgent maithat these students will require more resources to bring them up tc
level standards.

7. Academic performance reporting for this population has been skeveeitsthce it has u

successesbegause n N[ [ 8 [ NG qrfNNfrdONT NQUsSs YRR
program. (The graduation rate for thoseswhavEgerogram is 58%.

*'These are thservations and recommendations of twe Eegiist (afrtguage Learner Subcommittee.
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8.

Schools of education need to better prepare teachers and addenistratw ctorserve st
to them speaking a language other than English. Certified staff should also receive p
development in this area.

Recommendations:

1.

2.

Districts should be encouraged to use theivadgitiondtSL programis and EL
studentdowever, requiring districts to spend all these dollars on ESL services is pren
Future studies of the School Funding Distribution Formula-gleptidanalysie ah in

the needs of this diverse population, the cost to meet$eastassztisstithctional
strategies, and whether the .5 weight represents the necessary funding.

If a weighting change is proposed in the future, the subcommittee recommends that
money be added to the State School Fund to dwogdared talpenshone group of
students at the expense of another.

Poverty is an intrinsic factor in this population; no ESL program will be entirely succe
addressing issues that arise due to pdeetty sty irecommended Wgritee task

should evalwatether students who aré lawith iBlpoverty requireesnthffeight that

students wha But not in poverty.

The Department of Education should work with school districts to assure that the exf
for ESL prograieing reported accurately.

TASK FORCE OBSERVATIONS &
RECOMMENDATIONS

OBSERVATIONS

T

The task of reviewing the adequacy and efficacy of the State School Fund and makir
modifications to the funding formula used to distribute &tat@uBthgolTaskiforce
members took their roles very seriously, understanding that without additional monie
JoNn tJwfN tporry efrn, JoONBN [JOLL ¢ N
changes. That dynamic is reastiaus ibereaommending changes and to base any
substantive changes on research that tells us: 1) that some classifications of student
significant additional resourcest(bjggtial education students and English language le:
with sexady interrupted formal education are two examples); 2) whether additional we
formula are likely to have a tangible and positive impact in supporting student achiev

[Jon oérywnpf rrr sffinNnpfsEPp®OINLOAES B QYN
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are put into the State School Fund related to recommended changes to weights or tii
funding.

1 The task force affirms that the Oregtacteeigiteel for funding allocation is working as
intended. Welfgintgarious categories of students are warranted.

1 The State School Fund is an allocation model not an expenditure model and does nc
requirements on how school districts and education service districts must spend thei
revenue.

1 Adequacy ofding and allocation of funding are intertwined and it is difficult to conside
changes to the allocation formula when funding is not adequate.

9 Efforts need to be made to stop diluting the State Schoolduisd¢aoatgd carve
specific purpabesfunding of strategic initiatives and the funding of new services such
day kindergartefiy@af senior programs without commensurate additional funding to o
related casteuld be carefully evaluated

TefUs o¢ryrsfwrf [r BNpraEIOEN [ owf [ oON
the nation. While the weight for poverty in the State School Fund can and should be
state must look to address this issue in @microayer syste

1 The practices of successful districts should be identified and shared with other distric
systemic way so that all districts can benefit. To achieve equity of student outcomes,
need to be using their resources indtieenmoaheée Additional resources alone will not
ensure better outcomes.

RECOMMENDATIORS:

A As Oregon |aokachieve itg1@P0 godlsand in light of recent stagnant state achievement
result$theask force recommends #gisthiite considénavihiee overall state school

efrn wisrysowf ¢rr 65 wnNRIfW N ¢ wnn!

A Oregon should maintain its existing weighted student formula until a thorough study
can be conducted. The study shayld prqvideys s wf N N[ ] re [ ®
goals, then determine if the current formula is meeting those goals. The formula sho
rcd4t ¢e JonNn sffnt YBr1énNs npoLNws N ON
uporquity goals.

A The legislature should appropriate funds to conduct the study, and the emphasis of t
be on whether the current weights are an accurate repredestitati@ostf the cross
differences for which they were intendsdte dbmieguity Subcommittee or a larger
group of task force members should have input into the design of the study.

?2Sen. Girod did not support the recommendations and asked that the record reflect this.
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A

A

The formula should be reviewed pegugudyevery eighll ieearake sure it is
accomplishing its goals.

The distribution of heqf 1 s P e r 1 [ ®N Fii e, Twel énfy
the Facilities Grant, should be studied as well. Funding provided through strategic in
should also be evaluated for its equity effects.

The current forAdulaen HigtosbDisabilities Gsdrduld be maintaimekthe funding

leveseto that the reimbursement rate is 80 percent (currently it is about 40%).

The Legislature sHionidage the requirement that ODE contract with school districts for
Term Care andtiiment funding, and make LTCT funutiagiebgssatt on a formula

similar to the regular school district formula.

Districts should be encouraged to use theivadgitiondtSL programis and EL

students. However, requiring distriel$ tteespeshallars on ESL services is contrary to an
allocation formula. The subcommittee is very sensitive to the significant resources it"
the local level to implement an accountabilisubgst@mitideerecommends that ESL
funding Bpent onlEServices to assist those students.

If a weighting change is proposed in the future, the subcommittee recommends that
money be added to the State School Fund to avoid resource shifting and helping one
students at the exptanother.

dit powraeEaNns ¢r JeoN 2t g ervrfluwy sorfn
student populations.

Poverty is an intrinsic factor in this population; no ESL program will be entirely succe
addressing issuesitd®atiue to poverty-dépmhrstudy recommended by the task force
should evaluate whether students wiho and ogoterty require a differémmveight

that of students wholabeiteiot in poverty.

The Department of Education ghaeitildsebool districts to assure that the expenditure d
for ESL programs is being reporting accurately.

Further research is advised on the proposal by the Department of Edutiaion regardit
current method of fundirsgukents. Any change to the current formula should be fully
researched and based on best practice.

The 2015 Legislature is urged to examine the emerging and growing practice by sch
allowing high school seniors to stay dodepfth fiasing enough credits to graduate.
The State School Fund was intended to cover the costs oftkesdeigasteartbfough

high school. When school districts allow a senior who has completed his/her high sc
requirements to stayyadiftto attend community college, they are effectively diluting the
school fund formula for all other students and school districts in the state. The Task
the gobkupporting students as they bediutbitigees that esefading source

should be found if this practice continues.
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Long Term Care & Treatment Programs
The Oregon Department of Education has recently reviewed this program and made sig
to streamline processes, improve data, antlimcedase com

In 2011, the responsibility of educating children residing in long term care and treatmen
changed from the Oregon Department of Education to the school district in which the fa
located. When this change was magdetiggdgev the payment heeas adid

continudlde requirement that the funding flow to districts through a contract. Contracts ci
paperwork for the state agency, the school district, and the facility. Bills must be invoice
rembursement basis.

It is the recommendation of the task force that the statute be changed so that LTCT fun
to school districts in the form-otadyrdhe department would still provide oversight and
require that the schoo$ distrdd the funds appropriately. This has the advantages of main
oversight of the dollars spent, allowing districts and facilities access to funding on the fr
than be reimbursed), and streamlining the administrative processes.

In adition to this statutory change, the task force supports internal department efforts to
services to this population of students. Those internal changes include developing an in
application process for districts tdiseqemedmieenciunds; enforcing language in

contracts that prohibit contractors from subcontracting without department approval; an
administrative rule to allow the department some discretion in making adjustments to er

LTCT sites have adeduaten ¢ ( ce; wrn efrnérE [r wr Yuwn
Oregon Department of Education.




TASK FORCE ON SCHENDING

APPENDIX A

77th OREGON LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY--2013 Regular Session

Enrolled
House Bill 2506

Introduced and printed pursuant to House Rule 12.00. Presession filed (at the request of House In-
terim Committee on Revenue)

AN ACT

Relating to school funding; creating new provisions; amending ORS 294.383, 327.008, 327.019 and
329.488; repealing ORS 327.009, 334.800 and 334.820; appropriating money; and declaring an
emergency.

Be It Enacted by the People of the State of Oregon:

SECTION 1. (1) The Task Force on School Funding is established.

(2) The task force consists of 13 members appointed as follows:

(a) The President of the Senate shall appoint two members from among members of the
Senate.

(b) The Speaker of the House of Representatives shall appoint two members from among
members of the House of Representatives.

(c) The Governor shall appoint nine members who represent:

(A) School teachers, school administrators, school district business managers, district
school board members and personnel of education service districts;

(B) Geographically diverse urban and rural schools; and

(C) Schools of various sizes.

(3) The task force shall make recommendations regarding possible modifications to the
funding formulas used to distribute State School Fund moneys to school districts and edu-
cation service districts.

(4) A majority of the voting members of the task force constitutes a quorum for the
transaction of business.

(5) Official action by the task force requires the approval of a majority of the voting
members of the task force.

(6) The task force shall elect one of its members to serve as chairperson.

(7) If there is a vacancy for any cause, the appointing authority shall make an appoint-
ment to become immediately effective.

(8) The task force shall meet at times and places specified by the call of the chairperson
or of a majority of the voting members of the task force.

(9) The task force may adopt rules necessary for the operation of the task force.

(10) The task force shall submit a report in the manner provided by ORS 192.245, and
may include recommendations for legislation, to the interim committees of the Legislative
Assembly related to education no than October 1, 2014.

(11) The Department of Education shall provide staff support to the task force.

Enrolled House Bill 2506 (HB 2506-B) Page 1
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(12) Notwithstanding ORS 171.072, members of the task force who are members of the
Legislative Assembly are not entitled to mileage expenses or a per diem and serve as volun-
teers on the task force. Other members of the task force are not entitled to compensation
or reimbursement for expenses and serve as volunteers on the task force.

(13) All agencies of state government, as defined in ORS 174.111, are directed to assist
the task force in the performance of its duties and, to the extent permitted by laws relating
to confidentiality, to furnish such information and advice as the members of the task force
consider necessary to perform their duties.

SECTION 2. Section 1 of this 2013 Act is repealed on the date of the convening of the 2015
regular session of the Legislative Assembly as specified in ORS 171.010.

SECTION 3. The Office of Regional Educational Services is abolished.

SECTION 4. (1) The Regional Educational Services Account is abolished.

(2) Any moneys remaining in the Regional Educational Services Account on the effective
date of this 2013 Act that are unexpended, unobligated and not subject to any conditions shall
revert to the General Fund.

SECTION 5. ORS 327.009, 334.800 and 334.820 are repealed.

SECTION 6. ORS 294.383 is amended to read:

294.383. (1) As used in this section, “extended ADMw” means:

(a) For a school district, the district extended ADMw as calculated under ORS 327.013.

(b) For an education service district, the sum of the extended ADMw of the school districts lo-
cated within the territory of the education service district.

(2) Notwithstanding ORS 294.333, a school district or education service district that uses the
accrual basis method of accounting may include as accrued revenues in the budget and financial
statement of the school district or education service district, for any fiscal year, an amount from the
next fiscal year that is to be received in the next fiscal year. The amount accrued under this section
may not be greater than the amount calculated under subsection (3)(b) or (c) of this section multi-
plied by the extended ADMw of the school district or education service district.

(3)(a) For each fiscal year, the Department of Education shall calculate the amount available in
the State School Fund for grants and distributions to school districts and the amount available for
grants and distributions to education service districts under ORS 327.008, 327.013 and 327.019 based
on the appropriations and allocations made to the State School Fund for that fiscal year by the
Legislative Assembly in regular session. The department may not include in the amount calculated
to be available for school districts and education service districts under this paragraph the amounts
received by the Youth Corrections Education Program and the Juvenile Detention Education Pro-
gram under ORS 327.026 from the State School Fund [or amounts transferred to the Regional Edu-
cational Services Account as provided by ORS 327.009].

(b) The department shall calculate for school districts an amount equal to (the amount calcu-
lated under paragraph (a) of this subsection for school districts +~ 12) = the total statewide ex-
tended ADMw of all school districts.

(c) The department shall calculate for education service districts an amount equal to (the
amount calculated under paragraph (a) of this subsection for education service districts + 12) +
the total statewide extended ADMw of all education service districts.

(d) The department may adjust the calculations under this subsection based on current data for
the factors used to calculate the State School Fund distribution to school districts and education
service districts under ORS 327.008, 327.013 and 327.019.

(e) Notwithstanding paragraph (d) of this subsection, the department may not adjust the calcu-
lation under paragraph (a) of this subsection based on changes made to the appropriations or allo-
cations to the State School Fund by the Legislative Assembly in special session or by rule of the
Oregon Department of Administrative Services relating to allotting funds.

(4) Notwithstanding ORS 294.333, a community college district or community college service
district that uses the accrual basis method of accounting may include as accrued revenues in the
budget and financial statement of the community college district or community college service dis-
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trict, for any fiscal year, an amount from the next fiscal year that is to be received in the next fiscal
year. The amount accrued under this section may not be greater than 25 percent of the amount the
community college district or community college service district received as a Community College
Support Fund grant for the fiscal year for which the revenues are to be accrued.

SECTION 7. ORS 327.008, as amended by section 3, chapter 91, Oregon Laws 2012, is amended
to read:

327.008. (1) There is established a State School Fund in the General Fund. The fund shall consist
of moneys appropriated by the Legislative Assembly and moneys transferred from the Education
Stability Fund. The State School Fund is continuously appropriated to the Department of Education
for the purposes of ORS 327.006 to 327.077, 327.095, 327.099, 327.101, 327.125, 327.137, 327.348,
336.575, 336.580, 336.635, 342.173, 343.243, 343.533 and 343.961.

(2) There shall be apportioned from the State School Fund to each school district a State School
Fund grant, consisting of the positive amount equal to a general purpose grant and a facility grant
and a transportation grant and a high cost disabilities grant minus local revenue, computed as
provided in ORS 327.011 and 327.013.

(3) There shall be apportioned from the State School Fund to each education service district a
State School Fund grant as calculated under ORS 327.019.

[(4) There shall be apportioned from the State School Fund the amount to be transferred to the
Regional Educational Services Account as calculated under ORS 327.009.]

[(5)] (4) All figures used in the determination of the distribution of the State School Fund shall
be estimates for the same year as the distribution occurs, unless otherwise specified.

[(6)] (5) Numbers of students in average daily membership used in the distribution formula shall
be the numbers as of June of the year of distribution.

[(7)] (6) A school district may not use the portion of the State School Fund grant that is at-
tributable to the facility grant for capital construction costs.

[(8)1 (7) The total amount of the State School Fund that is distributed as facility grants may not
exceed $25 million in any biennium. If the total amount to be distributed as facility grants exceeds
this limitation, the Department of Education shall prorate the amount of funds available for facility
grants among those school districts that qualified for a facility grant.

[(9)1 (8) Each fiscal year, the Department of Education shall transfer the amount of $18 million
from the State School Fund to the High Cost Disabilities Account established in ORS 327.348.

[(10)] (9) Each fiscal year, the Department of Education may expend up to $550,000 from the
State School Fund for the contract described in ORS 329.488. The amount distributed to education
service districts from the State School Fund under this section and ORS 327.019 shall be reduced
by the amount expended by the department under this subsection.

[(11)] (10) Each biennium, the Department of Education may expend up to $350,000 from the
State School Fund to provide administration of and support for the development of talented and
gifted education under ORS 343.404.

[(12)] (11) Each biennium, the Department of Education may expend up to $150,000 from the
State School Fund for the administration of a program to increase the number of speech-language
pathologists and speech-language pathology assistants under ORS 348.394 to 348.406.

SECTION 8. ORS 327.019 is amended to read:

327.019. (1) As used in this section:

(a) “Education service district extended ADMw” means the sum of the extended ADMw of the
school districts located within the territory of the education service district as computed under ORS
327.013.

(b) “Local revenues of an education service district” means the total of the following:

(A) The amount of revenue offset against local property taxes as determined by the Department
of Revenue under ORS 311.175 (3)(a)(A);

(B) The amount of property taxes actually received by the district including penalties and in-
terest on taxes;
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Enrolled House Bill 2506 (HB 2506-H)
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